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'*':~“:'.'iwv'““ Thereihave'beenfmany“changes in educational'measurement in'the.lastj

several years; Changes have been ev1dent 1n such th1ngs as (a) the'

>

: measurement phllosophy embod1ed in 1nstruments (b) the educatlon 1 top1cs ."él
B T‘ - ! . oo .
_*-‘;'3 covered by 1nstruments, and (c) the efforts made to dea1 w1th problems of . . /a‘.f

teﬂ% b1as The test1ng f1e1d has been broadened by.. the expanslon Gt 1nterest,

<

’ I
L‘,ﬁ in” cr1ter10n referenced measurement Theoret1ca1 concepts that were a gleam

: : : L
.

e 1n a researcher s- eye a decade ago have become rea11ty 1n the form of oo
. . . . /

. !
“ ..

B S

commerc1a11y avallable tests New subJects 1n»the curr1cu1um have 1ed to 'f”'
Vf;'-newly deve}oped tests. Eor example, emerg1ng areas of-educatlon (e g s ;/

] . Ty L.
occupatlonal ‘and' career : catlon mora1 educatlon) have matured to such” J .

/

¥
[

L degreé that)educators a now interestedj1n~aSsessing.educatlonalfoutcomes

o . . . L. . . Y
.,‘. ,'

s 1n/these areas R S S P Co
Few wou1d deny that it is a valuable enterpr1se "to trace the evolutlon"7

fj of educatlonal meaéurement But exactly how fhls should be done is another

L. t.

matter The subJect can be approached from many d1fferent—angles, The

L]

l-%present study appS::ched tHg problem by dea11ng with two major 1ssues F1rst

~attent10n.was foc d on determ1n1ng the areas of the curr1cu1um that have

‘ ,/ e : e 3
A ”,,- seen an 1ncrease 1n test1ng optlons In other words-'whattchanges have'

K

'7j'-fff~ occurred 1n the quant1ty of avallabﬂe tests and what curr1cu1ar areas have -

L ] : . a ._\ Lo

5?~;, béen affected? Secondly,lthe'vxudy dea1t w1th the Lssue of“test qua11ty

v *
s

» . . . LN

' Irrespect1ve of#thanges 1n the number of tests has the measurement soph1s—

N

) t

. e t1catlon of 1nstrument$ changed?' 3 3, R 7;; . ”._:,' -
.; ' ,ff , : '“!t 1s 1mposs1b1e ln a s1ng1e s}ydy to cover the ent1re measurement
f1e1d The study was 11m1ted to standardlzed tests a1med at e1ementary S

. e L §o0 Yt ‘.‘ N

grades 1 6) To exam;ne changes ‘in. tests, a unlque

7 schoolfstudents (1 y

data base was use test evaluatlon summar1es completed by the Center for

”m the Study of Eva atlon : These ﬁest evaluatlons resulted from a 1arge sca1e .

. k) ot
RN noo® RPN S
. . R . .. o . - . B \ e . B
L. e : L . : L A o) . ) . B . ! . - .
.
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'fapnbject 1nvolv1ng a quallty assessment of all standard1zed tests avallable

'd?_ff lbln the Unlted States In the course of the project tests were categorlzed
i;:by‘grade level and educatlonal goal area, and then tests were evaluated égi TT
o psYchometrlc quallty on over 20 cr1ter1a of excellence

: ; { 1"@: Us1ng data assemhled at the beg1nn1ng of . the decade (Hoepfner,

Str1ckland Stangel Jansen, & Patallno, 1970) and data ‘from the mrddle of

the decade (Hoepfner Bastone 0g11v1e Hunter Sparta, Grothe, Shanl,l-'T' \g;';-

[

Hufano, Goldste1n, W1111ams, G Sm1th 1976) a compar1son was ‘made of changes

f
e e s 85 D Lo

n*test qdhntlty and test quallty among elementary level standarlzed

° - '\ o . - ¢ R 2,
' Ulnstruments., R S .
N N ‘_. ' ". K ' “ . .: - 9 Cou , ' Lt . ,
. A s : - Method ' 1 . . e S
. D ) . . S .2‘_ : - . \ oY ) . . . - \
Procedure A': _
- 0

SR :
The procedure'f“r acqu1r1ng, categorlzlng akd rating tests: was the. .

'same in: 1970 and 1976. \ First all commerclally avallable standard1zed tests
-at’ the elementary educatlon level were ordered from pub11shers Then the

*. . o Lo

" tests (1nclud1ng“the subtests they conta1ned) werg.categorlzed by grade -

level and by educatlonal goal area. (e.g., curr1culum topics . such as

athematlcs or read1ng) In 1970,athe grade levels were l 3 5 and 6; in

-

;4f4:' 1976 the levelsfygre grades 1 ?25, 3—4,.5—6 For both sets of raé}ngs 41

'A« edu%atlonal goal areas were used - These covered the eptlre range—of o
9° : ©

educatlonal top1cs in the cogn1t1ve, affectlve and psychomotor doma1ns.,

Based on the content of 1ts 1tems (e.g. ‘o arlthmet1c, read1ng, soc1al stud1es)
\ andlnstrument;%as categorrzed 1nto a partlcular goalAarea,‘l
‘ | ‘After-belng categorlzed ‘the.test was % aluated for quallty Each}
, . S .
1nstrument was rated’on more than 20 cr1terla of excellence The crlteria7'
i mere grouped into fﬂrr general areas v measurement,malld1ty,.gxéhiﬂeé : |
:2»'appropr1ateness adm1n1strat1ve usab111ty and normed technlcal excellence,fj'g

o . e A

L ) B . . - T - l. e . . '\‘. \ BN A. e B ’
Q . Lo o - e A LS T ! o
g - o o P . - . i \ L \ A Lt ANA o




Y ",,'- ! .

All raters had the same 1nformatlon abod*‘%ach test——a standard

- . . . i

‘n Eetrconslstlng of the test 1tself and_>1n most cases; a techn1cal
o manua. or. other type of supportlng 1nformatlon In assess1ng va11d1ty and

’ [ By . ‘ ) v, . . ‘ I .
brl1ty, only publ1sher supplled 1nformatlon was used No attempt was

Q . ‘s

iutO search through the research llterature and" f1nd stud1es that

employed a: part1cu1ar 1n§trument ,m“-'__ —_ . oo
> . . B L . \

) :
Of necesslty, the preced1ng descr1ptlon of test evaluatlon procedures

a
-

fhasfbeen-brlef Complete deta}ls are ava11able in- Hoepfner et al (1970) and :

Y

Hoepfner et al.. (1976)

' F‘f’ Analys1s ;\"v
'A stralghtforward analys1s procedure was used to examlne changes in
-tests To determ1ne changes in the number of 1nstruments, a crosstabulatlon

was constructed show1ng the number of tests, avallable for 41 educatronal goal

-~ ’,

"<\ . b'areas at each separate grade* level Th1s was done both fbr 1970 and 1976

-e ~v.data. In the analysls of test quallty, the study concentrated on- tests 1n

L4 . E .

' several 1mportant educatlonal areas: (a) tests of att1tudes, Values and.z_ ‘

-

motlvatIon, .(b) tests ofgreasonlng, (c) tests of ar1thmet1c operatlons

.(iﬂe;,.computatlonaI abrﬂlty) and' (d) tests-of read1ng readlness.~ In each.

[N . . \ .. » ‘. . o
S.of these four areas quallty rat1ngs were cqmpared for two sets of evaluatlon )
B

"cr1ter1a (a) eoncurrent and pred1ct1ve va11d1ty, and (b) test rellablllty

./-

' For each ¢ 'terlon, the number and percentage of tests at each 1eve1 of

quallty were’ recorded f; _.-

' 5{' Some- thought was g1ven ‘to us1ng 1nferentﬂal statlstlcs to test s

e
-

-




7i“?_ :f hypotheses regard1ng dlfferences in test quallty between,1970 and 1976 \ ':f~h ﬁb;

“was’ f1nally dec1ded to fOrego such analyses since xhe data used 1n the s udy

¢ f

"%_can be reasonably assumed tq represent populatlons of tests rather than

‘,\ h ) . .y - .
S : ) e t S N
f'samples'from populatrons.-'lnferentral 4SS were, thereforejlnot reported. " -

. L. ' K AN

'-fChange§ in the Quantlty of Tests_

In the flrst part of the analys1s, the numbers of tests in the varloua lf\uw=

T EN . ’ ) . . ..._bla

educatlonal goal categor1es were compared for 1970 and 1976 It_was dLS—

-~ J ‘e . .-/

’1~'vf. .covered that there was a substantlal 1ncrease 1n~the number of 1nstrumentsr

Jln 1970, a total of l 686 test evaluat1ons were completed

'number had r1sen to 9%127 For both occas1ons when evaluatlo's w‘ve per— 7. .-

-~ -

;formed;,mor

¢

2=

Coe

'flests were found at theg;Aiher rather thaﬂ'the Tow

- The largest numbers of test waére located in areas of the
, _ chlum t'at mlght be termed the ”3 R's " Educat1ona1 goal areas¢1nV01V1ng
N o s . . N . . -~

;‘read1ng, wr1t1n§}\and ar1thmet1c had a large number of ¢ests JUn add1t10n

to these, 1mportant , ments of- the cogn1t1ve and affect1Ve educatlonal

.;‘

N doma1ns showed extens1ve coverage——personal temperament (e g ,_tests of

‘..' '.‘

».emot1onal stab1l1ty), att1tudes Values arid motlvatlon (e g . tests of self—g”'
~esteem and'att1tude toward school), and reason1ng (e g , tests of 1nte111—,A

R S R L _ o e
L gence) R T AU SURE / ' T

Table l shows the number of tests evaluatgh 1n 1970 Table 2 glves

- . -
3

s1m1lar 1nformatlon for 1976 ' It should be{noted that the grade level cate—l -

$ gor1es dlffered somewmat for the two sets of data éiso,xthe educatlonal | : .
goal categor1es weTe dlfferent but only sllghtly Add1tlons ‘and deletlons ;
i}-&, were'made so that the 1976 goal 11st reflected an. up -to- date p1cture of.”

L. . i

el "- educatlonal offerlngs at the elementary educatlon 1eve1 ' For exampl
- : . , SO

"7 category 7 in, 1976 ‘Career. Values and Understandlng, 1llustrated a ew;

-, - . D . . L3
'x . T - o, i L. \-,.

Dol

o™




- .- . . . . o .'.."‘-. ‘ . ’ .
. empha51s on career educatlon that now extends down to the elementary level .
T T . N K] ."
teo L The data revealed a substantla‘l 1ncrease, in absolute number , a among
S almost a11 goal categor.les. Some educatlonal areas were not weli represented
L 5 . e, e : .
. ~.;1.- 8
¢ e by 1nstruments on both ratlng Scas:.ons. The“a“was—, relatlvely speakmg,
" ’ &- .. . e . [ . w . v ‘n o 2.“‘""-‘
smal} number of tests'in arts an‘d crafts, forelgn language educatlon mus-1c, o
a .'science, and social studles.x' o
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e : Table }‘;-a o Lo R
‘ : B N :‘.l.‘/ 'v' - ,‘.’

P ‘r.g.@“t o Nu/j/p of" Elementary standardl ed
R T R

ests Evaluated 1n 19]0

‘/,_ a f . 1::$;h$1$ Grade § ':£i;i 21

‘ Educatlonal Goal Area "_ ey 'l' i;ﬁ‘l’ e 3}35f2}555_'ﬁ 46 .

E, 1§ Temperament Persbnal "&;; ;f'. l’i}”;??_iKi.i"_I4 S ii7§:_,<24.'

. Temperament-Soe;alv " ';iSf - ?17'v*_i 20f‘1”“27g;5,f."

¢ I. 3 Attltudes L * 4 5, R 5 AR
4 Needs and.Interests \\ - ‘ 0" 0 o 5 23
fi';§;-tVaIU1ng Arts’and Crafts _}'if -:rﬁlt}fpu | l. | | : |

6. ﬁ?mmmgAﬂsamimmﬂsvy_f.fchiL“f?z'"? 2:_' zt-fi -(,wﬁ

ST, Understandlng Arts and Crafts 3 L 0 ;;:"”3 R T S A

i

8. ;Reasonlng LT | :_- R 'j:53t”f . 43 50 i: a7
'9;)fCreatiVity 10 - 9. 10 .9 -
,;_10 Memory e’ L,.A_.‘ - ; ' _if'..‘ 11 9« Qv'.rf‘iO"“

1. Forelgn Language Skll{sk'“_~ ..‘  “  0'li o -l_;2 2
"12.: Forelgn Langpage Assrmilaéion o ' -';g'bi'ﬁive 0: .“-'fbéf l. 01”-fr' S
:13;;§Languaée éonsfructién' ﬁ... _l“‘?,. a:'lla"J 34. ',;?42' 42
= 14.32§efereﬁce Skills '??,bf- S _ 4  rjE'13 14, ;',f*'.l," o
15. Arithmetic Concepts, ~ 4'5f\;' 'il" 15:": 2. 19, iig;ﬂll
F_-lé.-'Afifhmetic Operatiens:;_ e‘lf a9 "i'.zii(____ By
| 17. .Mathematlcal Aﬁpllcatlen;.ri l- :.'5 | 8'../7

.18."Geometry “’.. : L 0 0 ‘.

19. Mea%urementv'- _ :" "‘5} .0 .r ffl

;j(:

-

20 Mu51c Appreclatlon ‘and Intemest .::'\ O.r 0

- 21. Mu51c Performance . o L (TQfH  ?6 -

22. Misic Upderstanding . 0 0. 21y 21




| Table'l (continved) . it

- .

 Educational Goal "Ar

ea ;i .. 1 3. 5 %6 o iU
‘23 Health and Safety . - o = 41 .3 .8 - g
24. PhySiQéI:Skilis"‘__ T e 17 L1t -  4; ' 'l4i

25.. Sportsmanship - -~ .. . . . 0. o - o o i

. . e S He -
~-26.. Physical Education - .. - . Q.. - 0. ,0- 0 e
27.. Oral-Aural Skills 5. , . - 10 © .3 o2 . 20 .
. 28. Wbrd'Recoggition; -}.; 'g'."f ‘ , - 46 .- 45 'j ' 32 ,23';vi"’. o

.::29. Reading Méchﬁnics-7_v;.4 ;v_' L 14 17 16 13- B

- 30, Reading éomprehcnsion ; ”':-; o "84uf -4;97vN ;_ 88v;f  91
,-‘:31,f Reédiﬂg intefpretatién : “-”%-ﬂJ - - 0'"‘_1  2..‘{ . 11-  lgj :jﬂ&_ .
32.. Reading AppreéiationvandvResponsé;  3“;” 0 0 fl;”“ 1 Jﬂ

1

33. Religious knowledge .. > . 0 0. o 0

© 34.° Religious Belief =~ .. - . 0 @ 0
. ¥ : ;'..A" - ) e o DR
35.° Scientif%c'Processes

;“:36. “Scientific Knowledge?ﬂ“

37. fSéiénfifig.Aﬁpfgéch:_}':?”;'d .m0 f o 0 07 = ';;ff

- sét’fﬂistofy!éﬁd‘civiéé;'_.'f'{ t775:~;" | 20 RN 'jilu.l4,?j 7i$:'”

| 39. Cédgraph?f_ BRI "{I._ il;«}: éf T-i'f;' '2. ;;. 11 VQ.iil{v‘.

.4,0;,. Soc_ioi'_ogJy" L e :':",: i 0 0.,.: o | T : |

'{fh'_Appiiéatiqnvof'Sdcial-gtudieé; wﬁ?§__ : :D ﬁ"3 1 :':‘ -5 B
o " Totals . 317 383 476 S0 ;f 1686

S
oy
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,?-;. A ;r. Number of Efementary Standardlzed

Table 2

-
.,_ .

e SO A o '; Tests Evaluated 1n 1976

a T

2.

3.

' ';.'5;-'

6.

1.

_-'9

' 10.

11

12.

. 13.

. 14.

H .15'..

16.
7.
. 180"

19.

. 20.

.21,

‘Bducational Goal Area

-Socialization' - . j'-'

- Understandlng Art

' Wr1t1ng Skllls

1. . Personal Temperament . e
. . . '.’_I . A L . .

.
R T
Att1tudes, Values and Motlvatlon

Va1u1ng Art :
r

Produc1ng Art R '_'-.Hff.ld:'°'

_Career:Values-and Understanding‘

FUnderstanding‘and'Reasoning. o

Creat1v1ty and Judgment

Memory

.'Forelgn Language Skills- -

Va1u1ng a Forelgn Language and uulture
~
Reference and Study SkllIS\ o

Understandlng Math Concepts o

Performlng Arlthmetlc OperatlonS‘

'Applying and-ValuLng\Mathematlcs

Geometry and’Measurement‘Skills

Valuing Music”

- ° ._ : o« .. I.. PR
Performlnasln Music and.Dance

‘Understand ngTMusie.

\\52};;

Sensory Perception =

Grade :

174
138
131

15°

Kl
" 253
- 28

"85 % -

15

184

By 34
171 - 231d

{'137':f;;;i96'

:;12§. 206

26 68
"zio‘f_”?304 4

207 34 ‘f-
75 e,

26 .28

' 91-;’-."176*.f
7 s
34 -;>=$s |

70 - _15if'3

T4 sel

124 - 138

'¥§*61
220
181
156

"1 .

295

36

75

. 92 ."‘ l.."'-.'

170 f'rdt‘
:;26', -

180 -

55

29

10

. 119



..'Table 2 (contlnjéﬁ) i_1~-f1' .”.?f‘=‘ o ) '_ .:”éradé lj"
:,Educatlgnal Goai\Area o L 1 2 344 "s5-6

ff,és.' Psychomotor sk11ls 102 162 o 1'7'"1:}'. S "
'24.7 Sports skills R 7 : 13‘. 14 22
: 25£.‘Va1n1ng Phy51ca1 Educatlon .i N ;_:f'._ o . 1 ~'.7 2

©26. Health Habits and Undefrstandlng R -1'0:.' 10" 18 S
j'27;"Understand1ng Hazards and Dlseasea'd“ ?l.O.- - %Efé -7f0‘:f L
f;éS: Read1ng Read1ness SklllS ‘d'nvwf l"n ‘315 "‘.2d6 T; .227 "146;0 '

029, Fam111ar1ty with L1terature 'L ._._' Q.0 1 _".1'
,'30;' Readlng w1th Understandlng . \ - 1lSl -:'182 fn296 ﬁ- 2261-_1“';‘

, . T : : PO

: 31l.i§ead1ng Interpretataonhand.CriticiSm, © .47 - .51 . 63 ) . SS-' .

32[* Valuing Litératnre-and-tangnage oY 2 5T g

Understandlpg Re11g10n _ ) R (13 . .0 : 0 v 2
N e Dol e : .
'34f. Personal Eth1c% and Re11g1ous Be11ef 1110t 12 ;9

35, Investlgatlnthhe Envlronment S 4'; .2 3

.ﬁ36.'-Under§tandin Science : R '..aS" -3 11. ;f514fu
Valulng and Ap 'ylng Sc1ence . __.af K _.if' T 6 .. 5
% - _-' R .

Understandlng Hlstory and C1v1cs o 0 1 -4 ?,-; 9

j~Understand1ng Georgraphy '_ j;"' @ :;5a> 6 .. 18 .20 e

. iUnderstandlng Sﬁc1a1 Relatlonshlps L0 . 0 2 2

o

41. Va1u1ng and Applylng Soc1a1 Studles ,'f“13.' _'i4' . .21f -20: o
T Totals 1938 1891 = 2746 2552 9127

L .
Lo - -

579_ "'-I':j';ﬁ7,' .;:ifpl.




'Changes 1n the anllty of Tests ’,f‘" %,:-u?‘= -

X PE . 3 » R .
To approach the questlon of test quallty,_1t was necessary to exd%i e

o A Y .
rat1ngs of &hstruments on the varlous test evaluatlon cr1ter1a . There were

v .h'over 20 cr1ter1a employed in evaluatlng tests (24 in 1970 36 in. 1976) and"‘

\ _.there were‘thousands of tests evaluated,,so some slﬁplffrcatlon was req¥1red
ﬁto avold "data erload L was dec1ded to concentrate on tests in-
) o . . } B W .
several key areas 1n the affect1ve and cogn1t1ve edugatlonal domalns ‘ Each

B
oo L.

'vt1me the same procedure was’ used T?st ratlngs weré compared for concurrent

.7 L

»and predlctlve va11d1ty (cdmblned) ag?,{or three types of test rellab111ty-_fr:p‘
. : e i " L
st retest\ 1nternal cons1stency and alternate form rel1ab111ty

—

.: X : " 4"'.""-"

In order to- make test evaluatrons comparable for the 1970 and 1976
: data ,=some . adJustments were made 1n‘the rat1ngs In 1970 con“J;ent and

nadé ale (ralfpin
. pred1ct1ve val1d1ty rat1ngs were made u51ng a O to 5 scale (r 1ng from
;"no ev1dence reported” to ”exhaustlve ev1dence") , In 1976- there were ' gi//*",5
. - -

'separate cr1ter1a for concurrent and pred1ct1ved7a11d1ty; each haV1ng a

he R [N

_“O to 2 scale (the hlgher a test was rated the better rts qua11ty on each g""

-t

. cr1ter10n) To fac111tate comparlson the separate ratlngs 1n 1976 were .

T

',added for each test to y1eld a new comblned va11d1ty scale ranglngﬁln value 4,4,f7'

a v o , o
-from O to 4. The val1d1ty cr1ter1on deSlgnedt$or the present study con—'"

-

ta1ned 4 categorlés h1gh medlum, low, and very low or unreported 3 These

Tt

',reflected the followlng respect1ve quallty polnt des1gnat10ns. hlgH——1970
4 or 5 po1nts 1976 4 p01nts medlum——1970 and 1976 3 p01nts' low——1970

and 1976 2. p01nts very low or unreported——1970 and 1976 l or O po1nts

'W1th re11ab111zy rat1ngs ,very mlnor changes were made to make the 1970 and

e A ‘. -
1976 data comparable No new scales were constructed o
. ‘ ’ P ! to o .
In mak1ng the rat1ngs f:z»valldlty and re11ab111ty, test evaluators /

. . : ¢
L. . . b
. B # Wt s .

: searched through publlsher -supplied 1nformat10n to arr1ve at -a Judgment ',"'




' Those tests that c1ted Valldlty and rellab111ty stud1es w1th h1gh correlatlon

‘. ~ N

coeff1c1ents were g1ven the h1ghest rat1ngs Med1um correlatlons (rang1ng

h 0 ] ’ 'y
aons L o

‘from;.70.to 90) y1elded medlum rat1ngs If no - stud1es were reported or 1f

[ . . A

RN ucorrelations'wefgflesssthan 70 the test was rated low

:'*.In'the firsf/ZQea stud1ed test evaluatlons were compared at the

upper grade levels 1n an 1mportant part of the affectlve doma1n—-the area of f'

.-

fattltudes Values and motlvatlon (1970 goal 3 :Attltudes plus goal 4 Needs

and_Interests“~1976 goal 35 Att1tudes, Values and Motlvatlon) Th1s

e

‘jmhwm;educatlonalwarea covered such top1cs as att1tude toward school self—esteem,L .

‘ and ach1evement mot1vatlon Table 3 reveals that the maJorlty of such tests

—
By

'jgl_, were rated low 1n va11d1ty and re11ab111ty 1n both 1970 and 1976 “A few‘
1nstruments recelved h1gh rat1ngs 1n rel1ab111ty o ‘ .
S ' The area of reasonlng was a part of the cognltlve doma1n that had many i

tests/:n the category (1970 goal 8 Reasonlng, 1976 goal 8 Understand1ng

":”&#i and Reason1ng) The area<covered 1nstruments that-measured sk111s trad1—~n’TW'

tlonally 1ncluded 1n 1nte111gence tests—-mentaL ab111t1es such as class1f1—
. . ""' R : : ) ..
s catlon, comprehensmon of 1nformatlon, log1cal reason1ng and spat1a1~\ L e

reason;ng Tt was determ1ned that there were 1ncreases in test quallty

' . o L N i .

' among instrd‘fnts in thls category ‘at least 1n terms of s11ght 1ncreases in -
N F : ‘
S the absolute number of h1gh quallty 1nstruments ava11able : Table 4 shows

- : 7 > N

a

v

‘ that ‘in 1976 there were more grade 5 and 6 tests w1th solld va11d1ty and o
<re11ab111ty data than were ava11able in, 1970 The greatest 1ncrease in: the‘

"number’ of h1gh quallty 1nstruments occurred on the crrt/rlon of 1nternal

'cons1stency re11ab111ty ' The number of 1nstruments w1th reported coeff1—.1

';;;cients'greater than 90 more . than doubled o = Lo e S
: . @ -' A 3 . . ’-.'_ . . . . -
gv‘}__ - The foregolng summar1es concerned areas of great 1nterest to educators

A .
but -not usually amenable to-direct educat10na1 1nterventlon. However;’most .

o
[ T




.

-'.:g» R oy

- . .. . i

of the educatlonal goal categor1es a1med at tradltlonal currlcular areas"*'

-

(1*e ‘.school suﬁ]ects) For example,'several goal areas covered mathematlcs o

T

. skllls fhe latter be1ng a s1gn1f1cant part of eVery elementary school curr1—"3;

.culum- Table 5 gives rat1ngs (at- grades 5 and 6) of tests of ar1thmet1c

\

fh. [operatlons (L970 goal 16 Ar1thmet1c 0perat10ns, 1976,,goal 16 Perform1ng

Ar1thmet1c ;peratlons) These categorles contalned tests of‘ab111ty to

perform hgifc ar1thmet1c computatlon w1th whole numbers, fractlons dec1mals

e and percentages : Few tests at e1ther year were h1gh in Val1d1ty or 1n test-
L*) T .

“f'retest and alternate form re11ab111ty A s11ght increase . did’ occur for

.

‘instruments w1th h1gh 1nternal cons1stency coefflcients. 'f” f'u. e

o

The f1nal educatlonal category that was compared fdr'changes in test
B R AN

quallty was the area of read1ng read1ness skllls -Here, tests.at gra e l
g were examlned : Th1s age level was chosen 51nce accurate 1nformat1on about
read1ng read1ness is most useful .at the ear11est pr1mary school level The

Ffi:subskllls 1nwolved here 1nc1uded 11sten1ng and speak1ng ab111ty and word

attack Skllls Such as phonet1c recognltlon (1970 goal 27 Oral Aural Skllls"

plus goal 28, Word Recognltlon, 1976 goal 28 Readlng Read1ness Sk1lls)

Table 6 reveals that not many changes occurred over the s1x year 1nterlude

W1th th1s educatlonal area, pred1ct1ve va11d1ty 1s cruc1al to. test usab111ty, o

but rat1ngs were low on the comb1ned concurrent and pred1ct1ve Va11d1ty

DA
~

criterion.;.As<with-the other goal categories'studied, there was a sllghtf

o .

‘positive_change in internallconsistency reliability.. : ‘ -

.
0

]
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1976,

=l

.lu\c‘f: . '

H&gh
'Medl_um

R .l.

t

L Very _1c‘>w,.‘;or 38 . ea 156 /o 100

"Tést: rél iab:iii.t"y"

Test retest coefflclent

170 g'_'rs L T S - I R A S B
e E.;i 70 or. unreported f-;h_-'v:'.' 27 ;.68\9 _._'f 152 ;"? ._.97
Intern'l con51stency coeff1c1ent ‘ - ' e

»70<r< 90 e - T - T A

.  . ‘< 6rbunrepbrteq R 26 . 65 . 1,3152' C97 o
Alternate form cdéffiéieﬁt ' _'4 o w",-' T, N
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Table-d ",

~ 'Numbers and P'e:r"cent'ages of Tests .Rai:ed. for -

4

3 o

- Validity and, Re

T e - _estsofReasonmg, Grades 5, 6 -

3 S D

- Evaluation Criterion. ~ "~ . '° o o Re197e 19760

. Concurrent and ‘predictive A_\'/aiid"ity A

Y

D Mediwm o a8 19 2 g
Low .o e T e T s s

’éylfﬁvéiy Jéw‘bffuhrépofted  LT }ﬂ3£T34: L “66‘f'”':" Z.fzzs.‘ 76t

~

" Test r_el.i_ab'ili'ty'_“' v

.Teé_t%‘retéét ) coeffit'i_eﬁ_ti.."«- ':
L ‘r>.e0 0 e e T
: / 70gr <.90, . o.23 oza i g e

R - £ < .70 or u'n.re'por.te'd'.':' St 68 - 70- 260 89 |

jnterna’l" L'co'r}s.'istenc_y- coefficient 3

Loxr».90, 020

P . oy < .70 or unr.e;.)ort;éc.lA R X
- | Alt‘:_e_rna.i:.'e form ‘co'effi‘ci\ént ‘.r _ e

sl - s sl s e
C70gr .90 e Lo 41z a2 voooTae e
L& 7porumeported . o 80 82 265 . 90 - C
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- " Numbers and Pefcentage§,of Tests Ratédffgf‘uE
Valldlty and Re11ab111ty | "1 B ﬁﬁ o :‘A'--Q:;".

Tests of Arlthmetlc Operatlons, Grades 5 6

-

.-.lﬂ"&

L

Evaluatlon Crlterlon B -‘_’\h’.f-“'-”'v L1970 ff"; S . 1976
'_Concurrpnt

.’d predlctlve va11d1ty

Téﬁffretest éoeffiéieﬁf'n" o
‘,“-_:_7:0 90 _ S " L1 15 6 - 3

r.< 70 or, unreported ;,‘Jf,- . 59 }f"gz’ ‘,.* 173 0 97
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70<r <90 T LT R S L R
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Codea
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~o .

704X <90 o130 18 T 148
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o ‘_V': L o D1scuss1on, S

The results showed that the quant1ty of elementary level standardlzed
"

tests 1ncrease& greatly durxng the 1970's. Almost every maJor*educatlonal

4

area, had marked expans1on in the ava11ab111ty of publ1shed 1nstruments.

Increases have been proportlonal The. areas of educatlon well covered by
. . r

tests 1n 1970 remalned well covered 1n 1976 .‘Unfortunately, the areas. poorly

A Fa S B

E covered at the beg1nn1ng of the" dbcade rema1ned poorly covered at m1d decade..

u

Areasusuch as arts and crafts forelgn language educatlon mus1c, sc1ence -

and soc1a1 stud1es are curr1cula w1thout the measurement optlons they

V.deserve; The maj cason thlS would probably der1ve from the non—ﬂ:. ‘Q-"

[

.-.\

trad1t10nal or heterogenous character‘of these subJects Some school

)

d1str1cts do not em haslze these Subjects. When the subJects are tau ht, g
p e g

e -

dlfferent cf?Fent areas are Fmphas1zed in- dlfferent d1str1cts.. W1thout a

unlform approach to subJect matter test pub11shers are hard pressed to

/

develop tests that can. be relevant to a varlety of educatlonal approaches.n '
\ B N .

The results regardlng test: qua11ty rat1ngs were depress1ng,‘1f not

.-

altogether surpr1s1ng It would appear that desp1te the ‘enormous : growth

in the number of tests d parallel growth in qua11ty has not occurred . Testgc\ ‘
i ~ - .
of att1tudes, reason1ng, mathematlcs, and read1ng read1ness have not shown

- noteworthy growth in quallty Of the test categor1es exam1ned 1n th1s study,

s

~ the test1ng of m1nor1t1es) may~have spurred test developers to ref1ne t

'1nte111gence measures to the‘

1nterest in- 1nte111gen

v .
the most s1gn1f1c nt p051t1ve changes occurred among tests of reason1ng,

v“J\‘."
area that encompassed IQ tests It 1s poss1ble that the tremendous pub11c
oy ‘ :

ests 1n the early 1970's (espec1ally regard1ng

.

Ny

eatest poss1ble extent. Another re son for '{N
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o 3 Co - A ! N . I : . N < K
”ﬁi”f - Published research and'test.construétiOnvtechniQUe§"from-whichwa thors of ,R’i5:
e R e LU AR ERAVE
. new tests can benef1t L e T ey v_;;l¢wmﬁlm1{"

There Were sevenal 11m1tat10ns t9 th1s study ‘First--it'.asvnecessary

\ \ .

‘to. construct a new Scale to make pred1ct1ve and concur nt va11‘1ty ratlngs ,.1f"

TN

comparable for the two sets of ratlngs Thls-may-have act
\ .
ione set of rat1ngs (such an occurrence?gé)unllkely, but pos51ble) A second

o

“5t'limif§tlon concerns d1fferences 1n test evaluatlon procedures used 1n 1970
and-1976 Ratlng cr1ter1a were better def1ned and more - strlngently applled \S\;ﬂ

o in 1976 Th1s had the effect of requ1r1ng Very conv1nc1ng emp1r1cal ev1dence'f“

by N . y

1n order for a test to b“ rated h1gh in va11d1ty or relIab111ty Asﬁa

rébult Egif_ratlngs for 1976 may have been somewhat h1gher had some of the
f'_ i.' 1976 proce ured been: used in 1976 (Of cou_igg the 0ppos1te 1s also true——

4a

- had the 1976 procedures been applled t the 1970 data, the 1atter rat1ngs

than they were ) ‘ .
4~ R "" C o : ( 3 g..‘_ . 0

would have‘been—low
Desplte_these 11m1tatlons, there is no reason to be11eve that the'

gener%& f1nd1ngs were substantlally affected - Regardless of m1nor dlfferences
..... a o e

in procedure, the’ concluslons rema1n——there has “Been’ an 1ncrease 1n the

. 1
. s

, quant1ty of elementary level standard1zed tests and a neg11g1ble 1ncrease5 e ;b-h
..nln quallty - Lok I e C MR

2.

The reader should n(te that some, 1f only a few h1gh qua11ty tests jf'
exist The hundreds of medlocre 1nstruments'on the mark?t should ;j;
obScure ‘the good tests that are avallable Th1s stﬁpy threw toget er hlghly

_ developed 1nstruments w1th some,very poof spec1mens and the reader should

. o
A

not lose the. proper perspectlve - ’“T\\\?;
no o _ ‘Perhaps the greatest value of the study was to re1nforce the importanc -

: of each teést consumer kgrefully cons1der1ng the quallty of a test before it
9_1s purchased As a. rule, poor tests outnumber good tests, Th1§-1s true ,"'-bﬁf
N , o ‘ . I




'ﬁ-n” regar&less of'the grade 1eve1 or educatlonal area of the test

T

- ' -

a study of secondary‘level testS"{Petrosko, 4in press)—has—revealedhflndlngs

For eiampie*

.

Hbaslcally congruent w1th the present study An.astute'user of.tests should

iy
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

,conslder relevant research and teéhnifal §ﬁpport1ng 1nformat10n before—Q
. @ . - :

»maklng n expen51ye commlttment to purchase a art1Cu1ar measurement
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